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analysis of reading achievement, self -concept , reading attitude, 
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> instruments.- Program results show that the Reading Resource Centers 
have been successful in improvin^g oral reading, reading skills, 
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^ • ^ Section I 

As early as 1965 the Glendale Elementary School District #40 became aware 
of apparent deficiencies in reading achievement among educationally disadvantaged 
cMldren. In 1972 a supporative reading program was developed and implemented in - 
an effort to improve the reading skills of educationally deprived children within 
the district. The results of the first two years of the ESEA Title I reading J 
program have been reported previously and appear in ERIC ( Research In Education )' 
under docunents 'r^EDOSZl 50 and *ED101274.' 

This re,port represents efforlis to report the'resi^lts of the third year of ' 
the supportive reading program as it functioned in the Glendale Elementary School 
District' during the 1974-76 school year. 

• ^ Goals and Objectives 
The' basic purpose. of this Title I project was to improve the reading achieve- 
ment of educationally disadvantaged students in grades two, three, and four.. Im- 
provement was also anticipated in such areas as self concept, attitudes toward 
reading, and attendance. 

■ In pursuing the above mentioned ^oals the following objectives' were established 
1.- By May 30, 1975, ei'ghty percent of the selected children will make a. nine 
month or more gain in oral reading gAde placement as measured by pre-post test 
results of the Slo.sson Oral Reading Test. 
. By May 30, 1975, eighty percent of the selected children will show at 

"least a moderate^ improvement (.9 month gaia) in "total reading" as measured by pre- 
post test results of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests. , 



2. 

3. By May 30, 1975< the selected students will show an improvement in self 
concept as measured by pre-post test results of a self concept measure. 

4. Qy May 30, 1975, the selected students will show an improvement in their 
attitude toward reading as measured by pre-post test results of a reading- attitude 
inventory. 

5. By May 30, 1975, attendanco^tterns for^the selected children will improve 
during the present school year when compared to the prior school year. 

In addition to the a^ve objectives it wiis hoped that the Parent/Advisory 
Co.until (PAC) or parents who had students participating in the Reading Resource 
Centers would have a positive reaction to the Reading Resource Centers as measured 
by a project developed survey instruinent. * _ . 

Definition of Terms 

READIfIG RESOURCE CENTERS : This is the name given the five instructional units 
"formed to provide reiiediaT reading instruction in the Glendale Elementary District. 
These Reading Centers are classrooms equipped and staffed for the teaching of readinq. 
Fni]rjVno::_ALLY DIS ADVA::TAGED children : These are the children from low income families 
scoring in the 4'th stanine or below on selected subtests of the Stanford Achievement 
Tests. These children are capable of benefitting from instruction and were recommended 
by their classroom teachers. 
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Section II 
Program Description 

In pursuing the objectives established for this project year, standardized 
tests were administered, responses to an attitude inventory were eolTected, and 
prior and present year attendance figures were coVlected. In addition, parents' 
reactions .to the ^project v/ere sought. The data collected w£re analyzed in an 
effort to evaluate the effectiveness of the project. 

Selection of Subjects 
Students selected to attend the Reading Resource Centers were selected by 
means of several criteria. 

Scores were used from a district-wide achievement test given in the^pring 
of 1974. The test. used was the Stanford Achievement Test. 

All students participating in the Reading Resource Centers had to score in 
the fourth stanine or below on selected subtests of the te^t, and be rocom;r,cnded 
by their classroom teacher. 

To qualify foi* th^ program, each'of the target ^udents had to have' his/her 
parent's permission to .parti cipi^te. .This was in an attempt to involve parents in 
motivating the children who v/oujd participate in the Centers. An attempt was also 
made to exclude stud^ts With disabilities and to deal with those- chi Idren who were 
underachievers capable of increasing their reading achievement. 

The Reading Resource Center reading specialists played a significant role in 
the screening and selection of participants during this third year of operatiop. 

? A total of 161 children participated in the project. This number included 
7 first grade repeaters (4.3%), 73 second graders (45.3%), 56 third graders (-34.8%), 
and 17 fourth graders (10.6%). A total of 8 of these program participants (5.0%) • 
were non-public school students. 



The ethnic background of the participants was primarily Spanish surname 
(62.92). However, 34.7% of the participants were white, 1.2r/was black, and 
K2% were other (oriental and Indian), 

Udentifyinq Disadvantaged Children 
•Based- upon the most recent data of the U.S. census bureau (1970), numbers 

receivfng aid for dependent children, and number of foster children, approximately 

920 children from low income families v/ere identified. The three schools with the 

highest percentage (over the district average of l^-26r.) were selected as target 

schools for this ESEA Title I project. 

The three schools selected \Tith the highest concentration of children from 

low-income families v/ere the Harold H. Smith Schawl, Isaac E. Imes School, and. 

the Unit I School. . 

Using the criteria previously described, 263 educationally depfived children 

in the second, third, and fourth grades, were selected from the three target 

schools. A total of 161 children participated in the project. 

> Reading Resource Centers 

tenters were set up as separate but cooperating units with one teacher and 
one or more educational assistants in each unit.- Children attended the center 
one hour each day in groups of ten or less. 

Each teacher had four instructional hours a day, and all instruction was 
done on an individual basis or in small groups. 

Educational 'Developmental Laboratories (EDL), materials "Listen, Look, and 
Learn," were used as the central core for the program. Along with this program, 
use was ma^e of the controlled reader, the look and write program, Tach-x recognition 
training, the Auc!-x for word and skills introduction, and individual and small group 
reading. Reading Resource Center staff supplemented the EDL program to meet student 



needs recognized from previous expe(*icnces. 

The EDL program was selected to serve as the core of instruction because: 
A core-system had been found to be advantageous, EDL is adaptable to nany different 
ages and reading needs, EDL could provide individualization in the program, and this . 
program was totally different from theprogram used in the regular classroom, ^ . 
The Reading Resource Centers were setup to deal with a child over a period of 
^ one year or ipore with stress placed upon the idea of success each day for the child. 
The Reading Resource Centers' program was under the direction of one admini- 
strative* director , with five reading specialists and seven educational assistants 
manning the centers. Although each df the five units used the same basic materials, 

r 

each reflected the personalities of the individuals working there. Widespread use 
.of positive reinforcement was noticeable in each of the five centers. 

Reading Achievement fleasurement an^^Analysis - 
Two different instruments were used to measure reading a^hievcinent. Both the 

f . 

Slosson Oral Reading Test'(SORT') and the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests were ad- 

1 • " " 

ministered as pre and post test measures. ^ 
» "The.SORT is a relatively short test designed specifically; and totally for 
reading. It is individually administered. Three indicators of, reading achievement 
are provided by this test; instructional level, independent level, and frustration 
level. For purposes of this project only the instructional level (a grade equivalent) 
was used for evaluation. , 

The SORT was administered in September, 1974 as-<L_f>re test to the target children 
only. It was a^iain administered in May, 1975 to the-target children a^ a post test. 

The Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests were administered as a pre test in September, 
1974 and were administered again as a post test in May, 1975. Subtest scores for 
reading: letter i^ti fication, v/ord identification, word attack, word comprehension, 
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paragraph con^prehensibn, and total reading were recorded and utilized incJhe final 

analysis, \ 

For. the Slosson Oral Reading Test, analysis v/as limited to calculated: mean.,.^^ 

median, range, and gains- Percentages and frequencies vn'thin reading gain classi- 

ficationis for individual grade levels were also calculated and analyzed relative 

to established objectives- 

In an atteupt to further evaluate the effectiveness of the Reading Resource 

Centers, the actual post test Reading achievement scores of the students partici- 

pating in the Reading Resource Centers were compared with an anticipated post test 

^core based up the child's nonnal growth pattern. This was done for each of the • 

Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests. 

Actual post test scores for the target students were compared to the anticipated 
•post test scores by means of correlated "t tests" to determine if there was any 

significant difference. All statistical tests were evaluated at the .05 level of 

signi fi cance. ' 

Self-Concept MeastJrement And Analysis ^ 

/ 

A new self-concept; inv^entory was selected for this year's project. The in- , 
ventory, entitled Television Actors-Primary Level , was administered in -September, 
1974 as a pre test and again in May, 1975 as a post test (see Appendix E). 

This inventory asks the respondent to consider television roles which l>e would 
be wiping to play ill a fictitious television show. Eighteen items are presented, 
some of which would be generally considered aversive, for example, a "dirty-faced 
child." The respondent's score is computed simply by determining the number of 
roles he would be willing to play. ^ 

This inventory is based upon the assumption that an individual who possesses 
a positive self concept will be willing- to project himself into a wider variety of 
roles than one who .has a less strong self concept. One who is secure in aspects of 
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Ms pwn i/dentity can pi ay a niakc-bel icve role without threat, ^^ v 

Since this' was a new instrument, ro cri terion ^was established as to a desirable 
score on ^he 18 item instrument, • It was the purpose of this instrument to determine 
if the participants' self concept increased significantly from pre test to post test. 
Data was analyzed by means of a correlated t-test (p<.05), * , 

Rea ding Attitude rieasuroment And Analysis 
A reading attitude inventory was administered as a pre test and post test to 
determine the* ability of the Readirrg Resource Centers to alter the target children*s 
attitude toward reading (see Appendix C), » . . 

The attitude inventory utilized, subjected to extensive research the previous 
summer, consisted of twenty statements related to reading. To add uniformity to the 
test administration, the test was administered by means of a cassette tape to students 
Individually or to groups of students which did not exceed five (5), 

' Students respond£dJx5 each of the twenty statenents on the inventory by circling 
yes, maybe, or no. A rating scale ranging from 1 '(no) to. 3 (yes) was selected to 
designate attitudes as positive or negative. A score from 1 to 1.C7 represented a 
negative attitude, a score from 1.675 to 2.34 represented an uncertain or neutral 
attitude, and a score between 2.345 and 3.00 represented a positive attitude. 

Means, medians and ranges were calculated for, pre and post test's. Also, mean^ 
gain from pre to post test determi ned. Mean attitude scores on pre and post tests 
were ^utilized for evaluation relative to the' establ ished objective. A correlated t-test 
was used to compare pre and post test, means (p£.05). - ' 

Attendance Measurement and Analysis 

Attendance patterns of children par-feicipating in the Reading Resource "Center^ was 
examined for the prior school year and the present i^chool year in an effort to detemiine 
if attendance patterns changed for these \hi Idren. 

' . * • 12 . • ' 



8. 

The total possible days of attendance for each schoql year y/as 176 days"^ Thtf - 
number af ?feys a child attended each year was recorded. for each child in the" target^ 
group. * • ' ' ' . 

Means, medians, and- ranges for days attended during the 1973-74 and 1974-75 
school years were calculated as well as the mean ^ain/loss in days attended. The* 
average number of days attended during these two shcool years was utilized for 
^evaluation of the established objective. A correlated t-test w'as utilized to 
compare attendance patterns during the two school years^ {p<.05) . 

Parental ^Reabtion to Reading Resource Centers * 

Measurement and Analysis (Py\C ) .^ . 

An eighteen item (18) survey instrument was deveToped-by the project ^valuator 
to solifit^parental reactions to the Reading Resource Centers (See Appendix D)r^ 
Parental involvement in evaluation was solicited by means- of th|e Pdrent Advisory 
Council (PAC). • , • 

Responses to the eighteen items on the survey instrument v/ere tabulated.. 
Frequencies of responses^ within classifications (e.g< Yes,- No, Uncertain) were 
recorded as v/ell as" percentages. Percentages of responses ' (e.g. Yes) were utilized 

' ' . \ 

for evaluation relative to the established objective. 
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Section III j . ' 

Results ^ 
Various instruments were used ancT data collected invan effort to obtain meaning- 
ful ihtprmatidiT regarding the effec'ti^veness and inipact of the Title I Project - 
Reading Resource Wnters- Used in this evaluation wet^^ 

Slosson Or^l Reading Test* . 
Woodcock Reading. Mastery Tests- 

a. Letteh Identification 

• '. . ' ' ' 

b. Word Identification - - , ^ 

c. Word Attack . 
r d. Word Comprehension 

e. Paragraph Comprehension 
' . f. Total Reading \ ' , 

Self Concei^t TeSt A 
Reading Attit-ude Inventory , . ' 

Attendance Records (Previous and Present Years) 
■ , PAC Evaluation (Parental) 
Slosson Oral Rea-ding Test : 

Analysis of the results of the SORT indicate;s the project was successful in 
e;(ceeaing obje'ctive 1 which stated: 

objective 1: By May 30,' 1975, eigh,ty percent of the 
selected children will make an eight month or more 
gain in reading grade placement as measured by pre- 
post test results 'of the SORT. 
The average gain (9/74-5/75) in reading achievement fcfr the total group of 
lei'.pairticipants for whom pre and post tests were available, was 1 year 7 months 
(1.7). Eight (8) students form Our Lady of Perpetual Help realized an average 



14 

ERIC • 



- 1.0. 

cfain of 1 year 5 months. First. grader repeaters (7), of the remaining (153) Glendale 
Elementary District students, realized an ave'rage gain of 1 year 7 months; secpnd 
graders (73) realized an average of 1 year 8 months; third graders (56), 1 year 6 

nonths; and foyrth graders ^(1 7) , 1 year 6 months. > 

A', sizeable percentage (89.4%) of the^pcoject participants made a 9 month or more 
gal;in in readtng grade level placement, and 91. 9f. made. an 8 month gain in reading grade 
level placement. ^ 

A total 149 participants averaged 1 month or more gain in Reading^ Achievement 
for each month spent in the Reading Resource Centers. The figure represents 92.5/:: of 
the participants. A total of 86 participants or 53.4% averaged 2 months or more gain 
in reading achievements for each month spent in the Centers. 

A ©ore detailed break-down of students* aVerage monthly gain per month in the 

project Inay be found in appendix A. . ^ ^ * 

# "■ ' ' . 

Vtoodcock Reading Mastery Tests : 

Results of the Woodcock Reading Mastery^ Tes^ts indicates the project was success- 
ful in exceeding objective 2 which stated: 

objective 2: By May 30, 1975,- eighty percent 
of the selectpij children will show at least a 



\ 



moderate iniproverient (.9 nonth gain) in ""total * 

i 

reading'* as measured by pre-pos't test results 



of the Woodcock Reading flastery Tests. 

The adoption of the individually ^administered Uoodcock Mastery Tests provides 
additional information form the previous tv/o years. The Woodcock Tests provide in- 
formation for evaluation. in the areas of letter identification, word identification, 
word attack, word "comprehension, paragraph comprehension and total reading. 

Data analysis relative to those skills indicated above yielded the following 
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resul ts : 



" Letter identification - AveraTge gain v^as 2 years 5 months 
Word identification - Average gain v/as 8 months 
- * Word attack - Average gain was 1 year 5 months 
Wprd comprehension - Average gain was 9 months 
Par^j^ph comprehension - Average gain was 9 months 
Total reading - Average gain was 1 year 
'^Eigjit (0) students from OLPH realized an average gain of 1. year 1 month on 
Total reading. First grade repeaters, of the. remaining Glendale Elementary 
District students, realized an average gain of .9 months on Totat reading; second 
graders, .9 month; third graders, 1 year; and fourth graders, 1 year 1 month. 

A sizable percentage -(82.0%) of the' project participants (132) realized a 
'gain of .9 month on total reading «ichievement for each month spent in the Reading 
Centers. A total of 122 participants or 75.8% made one (1) month gain for each 
mc/nth spent in the Reading Centers. 

A- more detailed bpeak-down of studpnt's average monthly gain per month in the 
project may be found in appendix B. 

A' somewhat different procedure was utilized this year in an effort to estimate 
the impact of the Reading Resource Centers on the. achievement levels in those reading 
skill areas previously discussed. An anticipated- post test score was calculated fgr 
each project participant. This anticipated post test score was, based upon the chi.ld's 
normal growth pattern. For example, a student who is in the first month of .third grade 
who pretests at 1.8 grade level (grade equivalent) has really shown a growth of 8 
months '(most standardized tests start at 1.0) durtng his two years of school. Thus, 
he has shown "a growth pattern of .4 month growtb for each month in school while under 
the regular classroom program. Since this student would be exposed to the Reading 
Resource Center reading program for an 8 month^period (Sept - May), we would expect 
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him to show a normal growth pattern of 3.2 months (0 x .4 =3.2 months). Thus, we 
would expect his .post test performance under a normal growth pattern to be 3 months 
above the pre test performance Tevel or at 2.1 (1:8 + .3). This represents a pre- 
^ dieted or anticipated post test score. The analysis performed was designed to answer 
the question, "Did the Reading Resource Center reading program produce a significantly 
different post test perfonna nee level than we' might haVe expected under a normal growth 
pattern?" A.lso, "To what extent?" 

In the areas of letter identification, word identification, word attack, word 
compre'hensian, paragraph comprehension, and total reading (all areas tested), the 
•Reading Resource Center rea<iing program produced results significantly better than v/e 
might have expected with a nomal growth pattern. 

The -differences between the Reading Resource Center program impact and the normal 
growth pattern for these children was as follows: 

Letter identification - 1 year 8 months 
Word identification - 4 months 
Word attack - 1 year 1 month ^ ^ 
Word comprehension - 6 months 
Paragraph comprehension - 5 months 
Total reading - 6 months * 
These differences between the group predi cted, post test mean and the group actual 
post test Jnean was tested for significance with a correlated t-test (p^.05). 

The results of the analysis procedures ou-tlined above are presented in Table I 
on next page: 
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TAIil C I ^ 

ACTUAL ;-';d pi'ruiar.r) post test cc:'.ii;ja5o;js 
FOP. Tiir. \;oojc'JCK p.lAri:;g :;;'.STCf:Y itsTS 
roR TiiLC 1 STUDC-ns ];: tii: gli::c,'ie 
tLri-.r.;iTA''.Y sci;noL nisTiiicT (i: = ici) 



TEST 

• 


posiTLST i:E;.i; 

(PkEDlCTLD) 


sta;d',p.d 
DEVI ATI c:: 


PCSTTEST 1:EA!1 
(ACTUrO.) , 


DEVjATlOSi 


■ 

T - RATlCf 


imi'd IDCI.'TIFIC/.TIO:! 


3.3 


l.C 


5.1 


3.9 


C.270** 


WORD iCE:iTificATio;i 




" .6 


2.C 


.0 


8.115** 


I'ORD ATTACK 




.8 


3.4 

• 


1.9 


8.G65** 


L'ORO co;;r'PX!ii::isio:i 


2.1 


.7 


2.7 


.8 


11.0C9** 


PARAGRAPH cc:;?REri.'isio;; 


2.4 


.7 


. 2.9 


.8 


10.077** 


TOTAL READING 


2.4 


.7 

( 


3.0 


.8 


15.23/,** 



* T - RATIO REQUIRED AT .05 LEVEL UITIi ICOdf = 1.9G0 

** T - R/JjO REQU1{;ED AT .01 LE7LL,,lilTil 160df = 2.576 

c ' . ■ 

In all cases the Title 1 intervention produced results significantly better than 

we might hcvc expected v.'ith a nomal gro^/tii pattcrr.. Tller.e differences were sicjnificont 

beyond t!ic .01 level of siijn-lfici^ic.e. 

Sclf.Jifi'i^r.^JL'-l^il** " • 

Analysis of the "results of'tlie Television Actors self concept inventory- indicates 

<P the project wr.s successful in reacfiir.Q objective 3 which stated: 

ohjective 3f P.y Hoy 30, 1975, the selected students will 

show an irrprovcmont in their attittido to-..'ard reading as " 

measured by pre - post lest rosults "of a self concept 

ir.ct!5urc. 
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.A new self concept test was a/dopted this year. It was felt the test adapted 
was more^appropriate for these children and more sensitive to the neasurcment of 
self concept than previously used instrumerTts. There was no criterfpn established 
as to a desirable score on the 18 it€fri instrument. It was the (jurpose of >the 
instrument to determine if the participants' self concept increased significantly 
from pre test to post) test. 

Statistical 'analysis of the test results indicated that thp pre test mean was 
9.5 and the post test mean was 11.0. This difference was found to be statistically 
significant beyond the .01 level (t = 4.7en). 

Reading Attitude In v entory . • 

A sizeabl^ percentage (68.9%) of the participants realized a gain in attitude^ 
toward reading between pre and post testing. Only 16.8% decreased and 14.3% remained 
unchanged In reading atti tude 'betwWn pre and post testing. These figures' and results 
of the correlated test analysis indicate that the project was successful in reaching 
objective 4" which stated: 

> objective 4: By May 30, 1075, the selected 

students will show an improvement in their . 
attitude toward reading as measured by pre- ^ 
post t^t results of a reading attitude in- 
ventory. 

In September 1974, the participant's attitude toward reading was found to be 
uncertain or neutral (2.23). their attitude at time of post testing (5/75) was 
found to be positive (2.45), with a gain realized since the pretest. 

Statistical analysis of the attitude test results iJidicated the difference 
between the pre test and post test was significant beyond the .01 level of 
significance (t = 7.732). 

r 



Attendance Records : 

Analysis of the attendance records for partici>ants for .the school xears 1973-74 
and 1974-75 indicates the project was successful in reaching objective 5 which stated: 

Qbjcctive 5: By May 30, 1975, attendance patterns 
for the selected children will improve during the 
present school year when cpmpared to the prior 
* schoaJ year. 

To be included in the evaluation of attendance patterns a student must have 
attended the total years 1973-74 and 1974-'75. there wis 148 participants v/ho ful- 




filled this criterion. 

The mean inuinber of days attended by project, participants during the 1973-74 >H1^cl 
year was 160.9 'days. The mean number of days attended by these 148 project participants 
during the 1975-75 school year was 168.1 days. The average gain in days attended be- 
tweenVlast year (1973-74) and this year (1974-75) was 7.2 days.^' 

Statistical analysis of the 1973-7^1 and 1974-75 attendance results indicated that 
mean number of days attended by project participants during the 1974-75 school year 
was significantly improved over the 1973-74 school year (p<.ol - t = 6.280). 

In addition to the above objectives data w^is collected from Parent Advisory 
Council (PAC) members and parents who had students participating in the Reading Resource 
Centers in an effort to assess their reactions to the ITeading Resource Centers. 

Parent Advisory Council Evaluation (PAC ) 

A total of twenty (20) parents visited the Reading Resource Centers to observe the 
activities of the, centers and to assist in evaluating. these centers. This number of 
parental responses (20), represents a marked increase over the number of parents who 
visited the centers to observe and assist us in evaluation the previous year. 

A total 6f fourteen of those parents observing in the centers (70%) observed in 
centers- attended by their children. Six (6) observed in centers (30%) which their 
(fhildren did not attend. 
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All of those parents (100%) completing the evaluation instrument indica-ted that 

they felt the Reading Resource Center program was a beneficial program v;hich is ful- 

* 

filling basic reading needs of children, and shoulci be used to benefit more children: 
The overall indication of the responses to the Parent Evaluation Instrument was 

that parents are pleased^wi th what is happening in the centers and to their children 

and would like to see the program continued and even extended. 

A more detailed analysis of the PAC evaluation instrument may be found in 

appendix D. A copy of the evaluation instrument, and coyer letter may also be found 

in appendix D. 
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Section IV 
Conclusions and Recorrrtfendations 

Conclusions 

In view of the results, the following conclusions are advanced: 

1. The Reading Resource Centers have been successful and contributqd 
towards the improvement pf oral reading grade level placement for 
the target students as measured by the Slo^son Oral Reading Test 

Is 

' (SORT). 

2. Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests Analyses suggest that the Reading Resource , 
Centers have had considerable impact upon target students' reading skills. 
This impact is evident specifically in the areas of: 

a. Letter identification 

b. Word identification ^ 

c. Word attack 

d. Word comprehension 

e. Paragraph comprehension 
* f. Total reading 

3. The Title I project contributed to a significant improvement in self concept 
during tfie project year. 

4. The Reading Resource Centers have contributed to the improvement of target 
students' attitude toward reading. 

5. Attendance patterns of target students have improved during this project 
year, and the Title I project has contributed to this improved attendance 
pattern. * 

6. Parents with children involved in the Reading Resource Center program .are 
pleased with the program and feel the program is a beneficial program which 
is fulfilling basic reading needs of children, and should be used to benefit 
more children. 
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Recorimendations ^ . 

In view oT the findings of this report, the following reconnendations are 
offered:, v 

It is recomended that the^Reading Resource Center program be extended 
to additional centers as eligibility is established. In this manner 
nore children will receive the benefits of the program. * 
2'. It is Vecorirnended that the analysis procedure of comparing actual post 



test r;psults with anticipated post test results be continued during the 



n^xt project year. 



It is recommended that efforts exerted during this project year to in- 
volve parents in program evaluation be continued during the next project 
year. / 
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Appendix A 



students' Average Monthly Gain Per Month In The 
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READING ATTITUDE iriVEIlTORY - INSTRUCTIONS iON TAPE) 

We are now ready to begin a reading ganfe-. All ^ou have to do is answer the questions. 
There is a person there who Will stop the tape recorder if you have a problem. Be sure 
ypu understand each thing I say before I go on, i 

This is a ^reading game to find put ht)w boys and girls feel about reading. So that you 
really understand what is neant by feel, let's talk about another kind of feeling. Most 
boys and girls Ijkp to watch t,v,. Some programs you like better than others. How you 
feel is your attitude, 

I want ^2Ji to be very honest and tell me how you reafly feel about reading, ^Don*t ansv/er 
how you think your Mom crt^ Dad or someone else wants you to ansv/er, I want you to tell me 
how the statement makes^^u feel inside yourself, y 

Let's look at th& Answer Sheet. There are three ways to mark the answers. You v/ill have 
to know what they mean, so listen carefully. 
Mark "YES" if you agree with the statement. 

Mark "NO" if you do not agree with the statement. >^ 
Mark "MAYBE" if you do not really know if you agree or if you do* not agree. 

I will read each example two times. Do not mark 
an answer until you have heard it both tirftes. Listen to Example A. , I like to read. 
I like to rtad. Mark an answer. How do you feel about that statement? If you like to reati 
books, you marked YES. If you do not like to read books, you marked NO. If you were. un- 
sure, whether you like to read books or do not like to read books, you marked "MAYBE". . Do 
you understand? 
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Let's try another one. Listen to Example B. You learn more from t.v. than from 
reading tooksy Y'ou l*earn more from t.v. than from reading books. Mark an answer. 
If you th'ink you 'learn more from t,v. than from reading books, you marked YES. If 
you ^hink you do not learn more from t.v. than from reading books, you marked NO. 
If you were not\sure whether reading is a better way to spend time or watching t.v. 
is a better way to spend time,. you marked MAYBE. Do you understand? 

If you do hot understand ^/^^ to score the answers, the tester will "stop the tape and 
explain again. Remember there are no right or wrong answers. It's Just how you feel 
about it. We are ready to start, 

rwill redu each statement twa times. Do not mark your answers until you have heard 
it both times. Number 1 • ^ 
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READING ATTITUDE TEST 

Y. Reatling' is fun. y . 

2, There ts nothing to be learned/from reading books. 

31. Money spent oft boaks is'was.ted. 

4. Books are boring. 

5. Reading is a good way to spend free tine. 

6. Sharing books is a waste of tine. 

7. You should only read books if you want to nake good grades. 

8. Jfp^i^^ng is iniportant to me. 

9. Books .are usually good enough to finish reading. 

10. There should be nore time for* free tine reading in school. 
. Reading is for learning but is not for fun. 
. Reading 1s sonething I don*t need. * . 

13. There are nany books which I would like to read. 

14. Most books are not interesting. 

15. Reading is not a good way to spend ^free tine. 

16. You should spend sonetine reading during your sunner vacation 

17. You don't learn anything reading in your free tine. 

18. You should read books ouly in school. 

19. Books make good presents or gifts. 

20. Reading^ is something I can us*. 
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Appendix D 

PAC Cover Letter and Evaluation Instrument 
PAC Evaluation Instrument Analysis 
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GLENDALE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

Disltici No. 40 • ' 

GLENN F. BURTON, SupcrinlcnJcnt 
5730 Went Myrtle Avenue ^ Post Office Box '247 
GIciiJaIc, Arizona 85301 

Appendix D • 

Dcu-r PAC Xernbor: 

V/e sincerely v/elcome y<>ur participation in the 
' Glendale Sler^.entary School District Title I Project, 
and than): you for taking time to aid^ us in evplri^tr.nr our 
procjrfim and -heading Centers. 

V:hen you enter the Reading Centers we ask that you 
observe carefully such things as: Nurr.ber of adiilts working 
with the chiMren, number of children in the center, equipment 
available and u.^ed in the center, activities chil'::ren are 
engaged in and materials they use in 'the center, children's 
general atmosphere of the center. 

At the conclusion of yoyr visit to the center you v/ill 
receive a form to complete. The form in designed for you to 
record your observations and any conment.s you may wish to mak 

We have tried to develop the form you will receive with 
our objectives in mind. You will observe situations which 
are not coverec^ on the form. Please feel free to ask 
questions of the adults you filid working in the centers as 
you are completing the form and to add your comments to 
the form. 

4 Please return the form in the envelope pr9vidcd or leafve 
the sealed envelope with the Reading Specialist in the 
center who v/ill mail it directly to the' evaluator* 
Again, thank you for your assistance. 



Dr. Stanley R. burster 
External Evaluator 
Arizona State University 
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Appontiix D 



Roadins Resource Center 
Title I Project 
PAC Evaluation 



Does your child attend l!^iS centert Yes No 



The goal of our Reading Centt^rs and Title I project is 
to improve the reading performance for educationally dis- 
advantaged children in grades two, three, and four. Our 
objectives are designed to attain this goal. Please recor^ 
your observations and reactions the best you can, and when 
necessary ask questions of the adults working' in the -Centers, 

1, * How loany adults did you find in the center working with 

the children? 0 1 2 3 ____ more than 

Comni^nts: . ^ y 

2. Did jou find the children working in small groups on 
different reading skills?. Yes No' Uncertain_ 

Comments: ^ 



3. Children in the Centers advance in tJieir reading lessons at 
their ojyn speed. Do you fe61 that this is motivation and 
beneficial to the children? Yes ___ No ' Uncertain 

CommGnts : . • ■ . 
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4.1 Did you liiul ilu't' :is tiic;^ chil di-(>n v/urlicd on tlioi]^ dilfcrc^ni 

an inporliui t i^iivr in tlrci, loarniiw: pro;:ro::s? Yes ^_ 

No Un cor in;: 11^ ^ . 

.5. Do you .r<'c] tlK: cliiJ circui w.-iu,^ ido'I i vrilcd to -V/oji'^ o/i tljoi^^ ' 

roadinj; f.liills by usinc tlio i'q\i i p:ivj)il Tound in Ukj l{v;:u!i)i;; 

CenK^r? Yes No ^ Unccrtiiin 

i 



6. Did y\m 'li}ul the children in the centei^ roc^eivin^: indivjchuil 

attention ^r<y.n Uio. adultr; in tl^e cc]ite"r? Ye5.^ ^ No 

Uncer t a J n^__ 

Ceii.inen ts : ' j 



7. Did you fijul that the e>ii'ld)-en va,roy1.)ur,y durjn[; the period 

^ • Vr'hile they \v(;re .in the center. Ye^ NO 

Uncertain' ' 



indents: . ^ 



^8. Did you find the children usina niater Jalsl^hich appeared 
to be aidinr; the children in their rcadi n^^k i ] I:.-;? Yos_^ 



No 



Urie^.-rtai n 



Comments 
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9, Did you find that the children enjoyed the various activities 

in which thoy were involved? Yes No Uncertain 

Comments: • ' . . . 

10, Did you find the atmosphere of the reading centers friendly, 

warm, and generally pleasant for the children? Yes > 

No Uncertain 



Comments: 

11. Did ypu find that the children appear to take pride in their 
work and accomplishments in the Reading Center? Yes 

N o Unpertian . * 

Corpments: 

12. Did you find that the child's succeiss was constantly encouraged 
by tjie aduits in. 'the Reading Center? Yes ■ ^No . 
Uncertain 

Comments : 

13. Did you find that the children were eager to ask fov help 
wlien they needed it? Yes No Uncertain 

Comments : ' . - 

14. Did you .find that the adults in the center worked well with 
the children? Yes No _^_^icertain 

Comments: 
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15. Hid you find that the children knew what their tasks were 
.and when necessary worked at 'these tasks independently or 
without being assisted by the adults in the center? Yes 
No Uncertain 



Comments : 



) 



16. Did the children appear to be anxious to come to the center 
and somov/hat reluctant to leave? Yes No Uncertain 

Comn)ents^: 

17. In geperal , do J^ou,feel that the proceedures and type of 
student participation found ia the Reading Center increases 

and strengthens studen.t -teacher relationships? Yes^ . 

No Uncertain ■ 

Comments : - * ' 

18. Would you give your overall reaction to the Reading Center by- 
chbosing one of the following : 

(a) A beneficial program which is fulfilling basic reading needs 
of childr.en, and should be used to benefit more children. 

(bO A beneficial program which is fulfilling basic reading needs 

of children, but which should be restricted to a limited 
number .of children with severe reading problems. --s . 

(c) A program with limited benefits to children in our district, 

and in need of major revision. 

(d) A program which offers little or no opportunity for children 

to improve their basic reading skills, and ishould be 
abandoned. 



(e) Other (Please comment) 
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PAREIIT EVALUATIOH 

A total of tv/enty (20) parents visited the Reading Resource Centers to 
observe the activities of the centers and to assist in.evaluating these 
tenters. This nur.:bcr cf pcrcnt:, tv;cnty (20), represents a i.iarkod contrast 
when corpared to the six parents v/ho actually visited the Reading Resource 
Centers to observe the activities of the centers and to assist us in evaluation 
the previous year. 

The overall int!icaticn of the responses to the Parent evaluation instruront 
v/as that these parents v/erc pleased v/itii v/hat they Scw hoppenina in the centers 
and to their children. It \/3s also indicated that whot they happening 
(jrcatly enliances the possibility of the project reaching its objectives, 

A total of fourtcer (!') of those parents cbservinn in the centers (70'') 
v/ere observing in centers v/hich their children attenr.ed. Six (G) observed in 
centers {20'.i) which their child did not attend. 

Twelve (12) parents (60'0 reported that they found three adults in the 
centers \/orking v/ith children. Seven (7) or 35?1 reported finding t:vo (2) 
adults and one (1) or 5'^' reported finding rore- than three adults in the centers 
v/orking with the children. 

All twenty (20) respondents (lOr);',) reported that: ^ 

2. Children *./crc *./crKir.g in squill group: on diffcr:r.t rcr-ding skills. 

3. They felt the children vyorking in their reading] lessons at their own 
speed served <ts r^otivation and was beneficial to the chilcrnn. 

4. They found children usin^j equiprient which^layed an ir.portr.nt part in 
their learning progress. ^ 

6. They found cliildfen receiving individual attention frcn the adults in 
the center. 

7. They found the Cl^dren were busy during the period they v/ers in the 
center. 

C. They found children using raterials which appeared to be aiding the 
children in their reading skills. 

9. Children enjoyed the various activities in which they were involved. 

10. the atcosphcre of the reading centers \Vas friendly, warri, and generally 
pleasant for the children. 
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15 The children knew wliat their t^sks v;ere and v/hcg necessary vyked 
at these tasks inciepenclently or without being assisted by the 
adults in the center; . . 

17" The procedures andM:ype of student participation found in the 

Reading Cetiter Increases and strengthens student - teacher relation- 
ships. . , 

TO The Readinr Resource Centers is a beneficial proorani which is- f'J^" 

filling bSsic reading needs of children and should be used to benefit 
DO re children. 

A total of ninteen (19) respondents (^5':) reported that: 

11. Children appear to take pride in their work and accop.pl i shments in 
the Reading Center. 

12 i?nic- child's success was'constantly encouracgd by^adults in the Rcadimj 
'^Center. (One parent feiied to respond to this icCmJ. 

■ 13. The children were earcr to ask for help v/en they needed it. (One 
parent failed to respond to this iten). 

1/i. The adults in the center v/orkcd well v;ith the chilcren. (One pareni: 
^ failed to respond to this ite;i). ^ 

^ ^..1 n-i-htoon (r^ .-ocnnpHppts (90") reported that they felt the 
found in the Reading Center. (Ite^ -5) 

T7^i':i':f::rt<) '? ^::Z:tZuSn rc,.r.in, t.,is Ue.. (Iter, «10 

Co'.T."nts v,Ti""n on »hc cvalu.Uicn 1nstA:rcnU reinforced the indication 
that pa .^n's uoro 'oLral ly very picr.sed wib the Re=ci,„q ^source Cent., 
progran and felt it should be continued and even extenoea. 
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Television Actors 
Primary Level 
Self Contept Inventory 
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TELEVISION ACTORS 

DIRECTIONS (To be rbad aloud.) Let's pretend we are going to put 
on a television show. If you will play the part I ask you, mark 
"yes" on your answer sheet. If you wil^ not play the part I ask 
you, mark ''no'* on your answer sheet. You may play as many parts as 
von wish. 



(Use practice items as needed for class to understand procedure,) 



1. 


Wil 


1 you 




Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a barnyard animal? 


2. 


Wil 


1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a tree that talks? 


J. 


Wil 


1 
X 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


an angel? 


'1. 


Wil 


1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


Batman? (current is 


5. 


Wil 


1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a cry baby? 


6. 


Wil 


1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


alonely child? 


7. 


Wil 


1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


the Pied Piper? 


8. 


Wil 


1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a forest ranger? 


9. 


Wil 


1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a mushroom? 


JO. 


Wil 


1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a worm? 


11. 


,Vil 


1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


an airplane pilot? 


12. 


ffia 


.1 


yoti 


P3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a bunny? 


13. 


Wil 


.1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a fireman? 


14. 


Wil 


.1 


you 


P3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a slow-poke? 


15. 


Wil 


.1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a baby? 


16. 


Wil 


.1 


you 


p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a ppliceman? 


17. 


Wil 


1 


you 


* 

p3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a hurt child? 


1'^. 


Wil 


.1 


you 


P3 


Lay 


the 


part 


of 


a butterfly? 
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